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Gar Alperavitz [Sept. 8] speake of Alle
Dulles’s myopia while exhibiting a choic
myopia of his own, You don't have (
be Barry Goidwater 1o see the folly o
ascribing the Cold War to our havin
Urt Joscph Stalin's fcelings. One coul
ome away from a reading of Profes
or  Alpcrovitz’s  “review”™  believing
talin to have been little more thap 4
cnign  comrade-in-arms  twitted by
S intclligence oflicer's ambitions, 1
nly we had played it square with
he man, there would have been nd
ron Curtain, .no cnslavement of East
rn Europe. He would have frusted ud
en. . . . This is the hair shirt many
merican liberals still like to don, bu
implies a mis-réading of history jus

To the Editors:

simpleiinded  as the  devil theor
[ communism  cherished by man
merican conservatives, Certainly Dul
< mission was a diplomatic boner
d cerininly  he should Jhave bee
red  for countermanding Rooscvelt'
rders, but fo  credit “him with
cat tragedy of the Cold War gives
m a stature, and Stalin & benevolence,
at could serve only Charles de|

Donald Hutte

the Editors:

cly- the time has come to blow the
istle before the current outburst of
isionism regarding the origins of the

te of September 8, Mr, Gar Alper-
1z, in cffcet, blames the Soviet des
on to turn against the west on poor
Allen Dulles and his part in are :
ging the surrender of the German
pies in . Italy. By his handling of
“affair, Mr. Alperovitz concludes,
illes helped set in motion the cvents
t we know as the Cold War," ‘
fr. Alpcrovitz is a gifted young hise
an: But it is a hopelessly shallow
rpretation of the Sovict Union to
pose that “suspicions arising ' from
e events in early 1945" led to ‘the
sian dccision to abandon the ware
conlition. It is also an interpreta-
which does little credit to the er- -
ness of the Russian leaders. Stalin
his ° associatcs were, after  all,.
ists. They regarded the United

d war goes much further, In your |

1 this threat was real. collaboration cons

n qgl?lg vn ‘l f;;;glﬁ% qu?(tg\-m :

the United States was the leading cap
talist power. The very existence of th
[United  States  was, by definition,

I'menace 1o Sovict security. Nothing th
‘United Statzs could have done in 194
wenld  have “divpelled  Stalin's mistrus
~short of the conversion of the Unite
States into a Stal'nist  despotism, and.
"even this wonld not have sufficed, a
the expericnce of Yugodavia and Chinj
later showed, unless it were accom)
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. Gar Alperovltz replies:

The United States government may
be pursuing strange policies in Vit
cPectual come-
*%WQA'RO?&Q?QF r%norsc. stp.
pose that the United States—or even
the c1a—has been responsible for cve.
rything that has gone wrong in the
world in the Jast twenty years, The

record shows beyond dispute that Allen -
Dulles dj '

Arthur Sehlesinger, v,

of New York CPYRGHT

panied by total subscrvience to Mos
cow, So long as thie United States re
mained a capitalist democracy, giver
Stalin’s rigid  theolopy, no  Amerienn
policy could win basiz Soviet confi
dence, and every American initiativd
was poisoned from:.the source.

The wartime collaboration was cred
ated by one thing, and one thing aloney
the threat of Nazi victory., So long ay

tinned. The Yalta conference. which
took place in the shadow of the Rund. i
stedt counteroffensive in the Ardernes)|;
was the |ast cxpression of the wartimd

mood. In the weeks after Yalta thel

aulle’s ootions of American naiveté,[| P22ring. The Soviet Union therefore be;

llchange of-linc was, of course, the arti

|lcial formerly responsible for the west-

Althe German armies jn Italy, well be-

‘lgovernments,
(Roosevelt—was plainly an authoritative

military situation changed  with grca!
rapidity, With Nazi Germany shattered
he nced for cooperation was disap

Europe, moving quickly to violate th
pledges it had just made at Yalta fo
political frecdom
mania. . ‘
" The definitive proof of the Sovie

gan the post-war political battle foi

in Poland and Rud

cle by Jacques Duclos in the Apri
1945 issue of Cahiers du Comumunisme
This article. with s savage aftack on|
I"Browdcrm‘.\"-—-i.c., the policy of post
war support for bourgeois democratic

like that of Franklin|

announcement by the Comintern offis

et Communist parties that the period
of anti-fascist collaboration - was over,
he Duclos piece must obviously have
reen planned  and scheduled  at least
SiX oF cight weeks bhefore its publica-
jon-—that is, well before Allen Dulles
cgan 1o ncgatiate for the surrender -of

ore Franklin Roosevelt died, and many
wonths before Harry Truman ordered
hat the atomic bomb be dropped on
apan.  William 7. Foster, who re«
laced Browder as leader of the Amer-
can Communist Party and brought the
‘PUSA policy into line with Moscow,
ater boasted of having said in Jany-
ry 1944, “A post-war Roosevell ad-
inistration would continue to be, as it']
now, an imperialist government.”-
he Soviet “change” of line was the.
irect result of two things: (1) this’
ptransigent Marxist view of the Unit-
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i source, Since Stalin's

greatest thoughtfulness.” By (he .
of his resignation,
|the debate,
was disma

Arthur  Schlesinger's. statement of the ' -
doctrine of historical Incvitability helps
set the terms of dcbate over the orle|
gins of the Cold War, Ife writes: “One
thing, and one thing alone,” permitted
wartime  Sovict-American cooperation;
“nothing” could have dispelled  Stalin’s
mistrust; “na™ American policy could
ave won confidence; “every” Amecels
can initiative was poisoned from the.,
"rigid  theolnpy™:
required him 1o <tart a bottle for Ene-
rope,  American  netivities coutd h %
played no suhstantial role In the be-
ginaing' of the Cold Wha S
In my review of The Secrer Surrens'
der 1 argued ncither that Allen Dulles
started the Cold War, nor that the
United States has been responsible for
everything which has gone wrong in
the last twenty years, What I wrote
was quite specific: “The Cold War cane
not be understood simply as an Amerie’
can response to a Soviet challenge, but.
rather as the insidious interaction of
mutual  suspicions, blame for which .
must be shared by all.” As an jllustra-
tion I pointed ont we pow have_evi-
dence that Dulles's secret 1945 ‘nego-*
tiations with the Nazis undermined !
American-Sovlet relations In much the ,
Same way as did the later U-2 inci-
dent, . . .
One approach to a discussion of dif- -
fering interpretations of the Cold War
is to recall the view urged by Secre-
tary of War Henry L. Stimson in 1945;
He held, contrary to Mr. Schlcsinger's
idea, that the United States had it in .
Its power profoundly to influence posts'|
war relalions with the Soviet Union,

This respoasibility, he believed, de-
manded that provocative actions be
avoided. Arguing against the hawks of

his day—es
ters—Stimso
and

pecially on Europcan mat-
n_urged “the greatest care
the greatest patience and the
time
however, he had iost
Aod on nuclear matters he !
yed to find Secretary of State )
Byroes “very much against any ate |
empt to cooperate with Russia, , , ,”

- Most observers agree the major turns 4
ng point of the Cold War came In
947. What happened eatlier? Stimson

s aware the tough line had won out

d States, which had been submerged
ut oot altered during the war; and
). the approaching end of the war,
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